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Preface

LA 1 This study was undertaken as a part of the on-going program of research,
teaching and service of the Department of Vocational and Technical Education Vo
. at the University of Illinois. It represents a part of the continuing '
cooperative efforts among the University, the Depattment of Adult, Vocational &
and Technical Education (DAVTE), Illinois Office of Education, the local
educational agencies and the occupational educatorg of Illinois. .
_ o :

] ’ y .

The University had had a contract to assist in the carrying out of the
Three Phase System (TPS) of Evaluation since its inception. Much of the
data of record are housed at the University. Ms Antionette Wirth was
associated with this TPS activity since the early years of its operation
and prO'ideg essential assistance in several aspects of the study. .

The entire study was undertaken with comhined purposcs: to provide one
+ aspect of evaluation of the TPS.and to serve as the mechanisms for a doctoral
dissertation for Mr. Terry R. Smith. This combined approach provides both '
immediate benefits to the field through the research reports and related
presentations and long~ &m benefits through the experiences gained by .
professional persomnel ia the field. . v

The study resulted in a more detailed and comprehensive Technical , s
Report (which was also the doctoral dissertation) this Executive Summary,
' nd supplemental information which can be utilized by DAVIE in reviewing
/ﬁhe TPS. A limited number of copies of the complete Techriical Report have
been provided to DAVTE; copies of the dissertation are on deposit at the
University of Illinois library or’available through University Microfilme and
the ERIC system. The Technical Report includes detailed descriptions of the
"analyses, procedures and research instruments as well as a number of tables
of data which were not fully analyzed for this study. °
. ) s «
. The project staff takes this opportunity to gxpress appreciation to
those local school districts and their personnel, the members of the on-site
evaluation teams, the DAVTE Regional Directors and others who gave of
y; their time and efforts so that this study could be carried out. A .g§pecial
) recognition is given to the members of the study advisory cormittee® Peter

Johnson, Warren Colliur, Harold Finn and John Washburn.
1

-

It is hoped that this study will make a contribution to the occupational
education students who are the ultimate reason for the existence of the
occupational education programs and their personnel at all levels.

Robert M. Tomlinson
Project Dirvctor
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{ ' - ON-SITRE EVALUATION OF OCCUPATIONAL =~ . °
‘ ... EDUCATION PROCRAMS. IN ILLINOIS. .

Program evaluation at the local, state and federal levels is being

I . -

given iﬁcreased.importance. ‘Accrediting agencies, local, state and

T R TR TR L TR T T TR T A S AT
S gt ' .

national organizations and governmental agencies at every level are demanding

.
[

that the educatxonal agencies and 1nstitutions provxde reports of program '

’ A3

evaluaC1on whlchedemonsttate accountabllxty for the funds received and" °
the clientele served. | v .

L

°

. " . . . -

In response to the need for greater accountability, state and federal

A ' ‘ - v
education agencies have implemented eGgluation requirements into their

funding policies and' procedures. ?Ehese requirements have beefi developed’

to allow the'state.%?s Iederal edugation agencies to obtain Jata on the

L
. X
o, e

quantity andvqualipy of the educational programs offered'at the local and

* - "»J *
state’ levels. It was the intent that with ‘these data it would be possible
. Piag . " :
for the state and federal education agencies to make decisions concerning
: ' tor
the presen® programs and to p};k future programs, fundlng and reseamch

’ .

. A}

< activities,

’

Evaluation in Occupational Education

L

. ' * ) -

-

The area of occupational.education has been extensively invo\red in

. .

‘ L] ® X (] ]
the move towards greater program evaluation and providing accountability
information to state and federal education agencics. Federal legislation
evialuatign of ail funded vocational education programs and activities; this

M . - . . . -
Act marifed the beginning of the formal process of evaluating vocational

-

education programs.

Al

enacéed in 1963 (Vbcacional Education Act of 1963, PL-88-210) required the |

-

<

i
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The structure for evaluating~vocational edupation'was furtheé expanae&'

a

 in 1968. The Vocational Education Amendjents of 1968 (Publxc Law 90 576)

%
_required each state to participate in the planning and evaluation of the

vocational education progtems within their state. g
' . ' \ ’ - . ) t:
: Included as Title II of the Education Amendmehts of 1976 (Rublic Law A

94-482) are the Vocational Education Amendments of 1976 which furthef;

4 " “ ’ A

extend the rghuiremente for evaluation of vocational education. To be
L eligible'to receive, federal vocational éunne, theZVocationai Education
) nmendments of 1226 reeuired that state Departments of Vocational Education
- ‘ » agencies provide the US Office of -Education w%th more specific data and on

. . ) '
additional components of the local and state vocational education programs

° ﬁpen previously were required by the Vocational Education Amendments of

N L ] . ' .
, . ¢ ¢ ¢ . .
1968, .. - g
A ’ ‘- . . . . . A . -~
‘ , On-Site Evaluation . N
’ ¢ ' ’ . . R ‘("b
e ey
"y ' Several stae?s have xmplemented statewtde evaluatxon systems, in meeting .
X\\ these evaluation requirementg, which include an on-site,evaluation component

’

. ‘ _
as a part of the evaluation process. These on-site evaluations are made by

evqluation teams which may differ in structure and composition from Sfate to

Fy =

state. In some ‘states the team is composeg of state vocational educatxon.
1 \ ©
department personmnel. In other states the team is composed of lqﬁgl
v : ¥ . :
educatiog agency (LEA) personnel (instructors, guidance personnel and

administrators), business, industry and labor personnel, and present or

- l{
former occupational education students. Some states use a combination
i

of these patterns, including both state personnel and ,(local personnel on

Ay - . * . ———

' the on-site evaluation team. ' \ . R

i ]




TP ERI AT e b R i v a5t [PTT TN SRR e L LR

I . Lo, il o 3 .

I - S

" . : . . ']
, The Occupational Education Eveleation System im Illf... . =, | 7
« ’ \ * ' : ‘ .« " [ ' ! . ‘ :"‘,:
0“ R o et - b dﬂ%
i d': 1431969, che Illinozs State Board of Vocacional Educecton and |
Rehabilitation developed provisions for a statewide evaluatﬁon system . =
’ 4

. eﬁga paic of their §tace Plan“ The§fca;ewide evaluacion‘?ystem was
- ﬁesigned to ovide/ior t:he evaluqtien of all local vocational educacion )
) + programs, serziges and activities in terms of meeting cﬁe needs,'interesce .
and abilities'e:hiqgégiééel students. The system was cailee the Three ‘

A vhase System for Statewide Evaluation of Occupational Education programs

(TPS). \

) ~

v o ' ‘ .
As _the title implies, the evaluation system developed in Illinois is

. .comprised of chree_phagfs: (1) local district planning of the occupational

education program which culminates in a written One and'Five JYear Plan for

[y

Occupational Education for the LEA (this plan musc be up-daced each year),

”~

(2) an annual review of che LEA's plan by. the Btaff of the Illﬂnois .

. )

.Department cf Adult.Vocacionallfnd Technical Education (DAVTE), and (3).an

on-site evaluacion once each five. years %hich is conducced by a team of

a . €

individuals not associated with the LEA being evaluated or DAVTIE (Wencling

and Klit, 1972). , ' : . .
L '

. o
Purpose of.the SCudy'
. . ! . e B . -
Illinois has expended large amounts.oﬂ_Cime and money in developing and e
R carrying out its TPS which includes an on-site evaluation phase. This
system was'deveioped to eQaluate.the existing, complete occupational

. education program and to provide recommendations to the local and statc

X education agencies for improvement of the local occupational fducation
9 . . . ”

re

program.

&
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/The results of this study provide a basis for retommendatiéns;ﬁhich

3 . .

will be directed toward improvement of the on-site evaluation phase.and

i to obtain a greater return on the investment being made in the on- sitq .. L
“\ ‘. ’ ' : ".:r
€ _evaluation phase of tbe Ill}hOlS TPS., Tike findings will also be of benefit - T

. -

to other states using a similar on-site evaluation procedure.

P Stgtement of the Probigm" ” |
- ” ! B ’ , ° ’ ‘4 a
? 3 ' The problem of thié study was to explore'the nature of selected o
1 B < o
o K chdnges in’thehotcupatianél education Rrogragé of comprehensive, secondary P L
. ."schools.over a period of five.years,and the exttnt'to which these chanées ' _ 1
v 3 T .

may he related to thr on-site evaluation process.

¢

r .
The nature of selected changés in ‘the occupational education programs .

-yas explored.by the use of information which was obtained at three

[4
.

. o 2, > . ;. _
different periods “of time. Data collected during a first qn-site-eyaluatipn

o * L -

provided a baseline. Data obtained at a similar, ‘second on-site evaluation

conducted five ye%rs later provided a second source of data from the samé

A} .
- v

LEA;.; The third source of data was from follow-up questionnaires

1)

adminiattred to seléitfd LEA personnel and‘to each member_bf'the on-site

evaluation teams that was involved in the second on- SlteriSIC to the

N\
selected LEAs.

1

Some of the information selected to explore the nature of changes in°
the occupational: education programs came from the following, existing data '

.of record whi h were obtained as a part. of the first and second on-site

/
\

~visits: - Lhe Preliminary Evaluation Instrument - Personnel (PEI-F) and

Preliminary Evaluation Instrument - Student (PEI-S) data, the Evaluation

.

* Team Reports (ETRs), and the One and Five Year Plans submitted by the LEAs

to the state RAVTE.

L 1
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‘ | To exvlore possible relacionship= betwoen tug Selecred changes under ! .

investigation and the on- site evaluation phase, information also was ) oo

e 1 TS i B T ¥

. obtained hx questionnaire from selecccd LEA personnel and from thé‘members h ) .

. o the on~ site eValuation t@am who partic1pated in the second on-site "~ . @,

‘.‘\ . ,'.* . A« '2 . s

. v1sg§. The sclected LEA personnel included occupational instructors, ?_ - N

[y ¢ . - . . . R .
guidance personnel and occupational education administrators. Each'was. - -, “

asked to provrd\\information relative to his/hef perceptions of the extent ‘

s

to which changes in the occupational education programs were related to . \ "
» . . '., 1 . .,‘

1thefon-site evaluation process. Each aIso was.asked po cite "benefits ' :

. .
— D 2 a
i e

L : ¢
gained from the on-site evaluation. ‘In addition, the members of the

respective 'second on- site evaluation teams were, ‘asked to provide | - o

" r'd A .»
- - e L]
» 3 - 4

informstion relative to their perceptions of the éxtent to which they found

H . ' - N . .

changes in the occupational education programs related to the on-site

- ! ¢ " v
[

evaluation process and to cite benefits that they, individually, may have ' ‘ .

S
v Te
& n - . ! A
. 12 i Lt . . .
L

rccehved by.serving as a team member. - ’ oo o7 o

. ' . £ ~ . . N < . .

’ 2t . B L : ' ) - w :‘. R
' *The Population and Sample, . Lo : ' .
The population for this study consisted of all,public.comprehensive - ’ °

secondary ,chools A“ the state of Illinois offering an’ occupational N T

edutation program. From this population a sub-population was identified

swhich consrsted -of approximately fifey comprehensive secondary schools.
This‘sub-population was composed of all suchdschools which had received | _ L.
their first on-site visit in 1972-1973 and their second on~site evaluation i;
during the f977r197d;school year. |
The sample for this study was conprised of'fiﬁteen comprehensive
' _

scecondary school districts., This sample was selected from the tifty voe

¢

~. e

g

-
c /’
>

>
14
4
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: . elibible, comprehensive seconddry school, districtsiwhich had receiyed - » i
- . R . M . =
. 1" : v . " . o
. i ’ . . - . . LA o L,
2 their\second on-gite.evaluation during “the 1977-1978 school year. The =

sample was stratified to’include various sizes of LEAs from, the various
& - N ‘ ‘:

'h:. N region§ of the state and to provide a representative sample’ of these LEAs.
.v - L3 rY '
t : ' . Two LEAs were selected from each of the seven, Illinois'0ffice of
N 3 N "')
¢ . ‘ L‘l
. . Education regions, outside the city of Chicagp and dne remaining LEA .was”®

selecced ac large. This selection process tacilitaCed the selection of

' -

LEA°«whicp xepresented the various geographic areas wichin thevscate.. _ ¥

.

/. Wlthln gsch region, the elicible LEAs were grouped b& total student . . ..

A e pdpulacion at thecsecondary level into two classifications; those with a

¢ . < ’ s - \
3 b &

larger 'than medidn ‘enrollment and those with a smaller than median .

v .enrollment wighin that region: . One LEA £rom each size classification’ was .

1" _ “ selected for the sCudy. -Oqe additional LEA.waS“selected from those LEAs a’ .a_
that were not previously selecCed. This procedure facflitated the ) .

v . » ?

" L “selection of LEAs which represented the various sizes of schools within

! ' . 4 « v : . *
\\she state. . ' v - _ o :
BRI ey ' ‘ : . R .

- R -
-

[JPS
X

' E ' - ' Data Collection Procedures
) N . o . ) Yo i : . . , R - i e
> X B n N AN s I

)
‘. ~ . “ e

To accomplish this investigation, Lhe follcwing procedures were.

i
. "

« . utilized:., . N . . p . . .

l. Twd questionnaires were developed to obtain. data from

I

;,;~‘ ‘ L selected LEA personnel and on;sire evaLuatiop team " ; ¥
- meﬁoers after the sécond on-site evaluation. ’ T " ;
. 2. Selectéd data of recprd were obtained irom DAVTE records f ' o, -
’ . . ]
' . of student and LEA personnel responses ;t.the.time of .
. o . i
e . the first and second on-site evaluations. These data . \

< ‘ .of\record'included: PEI (student and personnel) data .

-
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i

~=.);{ study., ' | o . S * '
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. o ‘ ' '
and the ETRs for the first and second’on-sbte evaluations. Y E

3. The data’ obtained from the selected LEA personnel, on-site _ ' , ;ﬁﬁ;x;

evaluation team members and the data of record were analyzed
1Y

/f . ; in response to the research questions formulated for the ' . s

' L ]

o
<

4
3

v s ' Data Collection by the Follow-Up Questionnaires T .
Data collection by the two follow-up questionnaires began on April

! “' ¢t a

20, 1978 and continued until June 1, 1978 The time schedule for data e

e +

e collection involved the initial mailing and two follow-up mailings at two . Ca

week intervals. Two weeks after ‘the initial malling, chose individuals
who had not returned their follcw-up ques..onnaire received a follow-up ’ ' o
letter, a second copy of the follow-up questionnaire and another return oo

L] . . .
i [
< e
¥ ' : !

addressed, stamped envelope. = '+ . .9 . : - B
N 4 ¢ - ’ SRR
Two weeks luter, the third mailing was made to those. indiViduals who

L vt .
still had not. respondec to the initial or ,second mailing. Thii‘final, R -

¥ . . o

follow-up also contained a follow-up letter, ano.her copy of the folldwsup

questionnaire and another return addressed stamped envelope. Six weeks o B,

14

after the initial mailing, the data collection by follow -up questionnaire'

% . - . : o
was completed. , : . v :
+ A v ‘{, .

Collection of Data of Record o N

“he data of record utilized for the study had heeg collected at two .

bt
P

points in time, five years apart. These data were collected as a part of . - A

- the on-site evaluation phase of the TPS. Data for the selected LEAs from

both the first .ad second on-site evaluations were used in this study. The

data of record inclLde the PEI data for the stuldents and faculty, the - )

.]r)

-y -
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.. interview. -

fﬁ\obtained.from occupational education student ¢ the time of the first

BB IR L Eal o 4 R i A
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oo

_evaluation team report and.a Team On-Site Evaluation Instrument. The
r \ . . 3 * ‘ >
Team On=Site Evaluation Instrument, was completed by the team leader g
: L ' }/ . . . . _‘J - _:
L A __vsg:

* with“ingut.provided from the Eqaﬁ members. This was usually completed

? * N +

after the evaluation team report was completed and prior to an exit
; _
. -'.&’#;. ‘ ] ’ P

Descriptive Overview of the Sample . ,

i

\ .
The sample’ for this study included the following groups associated

<

with the fifteen LEAs: occupational edugation students, LEA ‘occupational

. €

edugation persbnnel and on-site evaluation team members. Data were \\ .

and second on-site evaluajions. Data also w.re obtained- from LEA
‘occupatiogal aducation perlsonnél at the time of the first and second
on-site evaluations. 1In addition, data were obtained from the LEA

occupational education'personnel by @ follow-up questionnaire seut to

the personnel after the second on-site evaluation and from the on-site .
evaluation team mgmbers by a follow-up questionnaire.
Selection and Description of the Sample LEAS

The fifteen LEAd were selected to represent the various sizes and

1]

/
locations of LEAs within the state of Illinois, two from within each of

the seven IOE regions and one selected at large.

Region and Enrollment of the LEAs in the Sample

Six of the LEAs had a total enrollment at the secondary level of .
less ch%n 750 étudents. five had enrollments of between 751 and 1500

F .

studenté while four had enrollments of more than 1500 students. These

13
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o

2 gnro}lments provided a cross section of LEAs within the state of Illinois

.

'by LEA size. For each region a median student enrollment was computed for - .

those LEAs eligible for seléction. The median student enrollment by region

*3

.varied from over 4500 studénta\for Cook County to under 900 for region .four. S
. ) ’ o

* %

Occupational‘Educativn Student Sample

. w‘ .
The total number of occupational education students from the fifteen

.

selected LEAs: who responded to the Preliminary Evaluation Instruments =

Student Form (PEL-S) at the time of the first on-site evaluation was 1387.
L) . .

Fot "the second on-site evaluation the number of occupational education

>
students who responded to the PEI-S was 1867. ‘

Grade Levél of Students ..

At the time of the first on-site evaluation, approximately 4%% of
the sample were classified as seniors with about 32% classified as juﬁiors,
17% classified as sophomores and 7% classified as freshmen. ‘Aﬁ the time
of rhe second on-site evaluation almost half (49.8%) were classified as

seniors with approximately 26% classified as juniors, 18% classified as

\
sophomores and 6% classified as freshmen.

Occupational Area of Students

At the time of the first on-site evaluation, 45.2% of the occupational

education students who completed the PEI-S were classificd in the business

Id

occupational area, 29,97 were classified in the industrial occupational
ar~a, 17,77 were classified in the home economics occupational avea, 4.7%
R/

were clissitied in the health occupations occupational area, and 2.37% were

classitied in the anricuiture occupational areay

A3
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For'tQt\second on-site'evalﬁacion,Bﬁ.O% of the occupational eduﬁation
students were classified in the business’occupational area, 33.7% wera
classified in the industrial occupational area, 18.1% were classified in
che.home economics occupational area, 6.3% were classified'in the health
occupations occupational area and 5,9% were classified in the agE}cuHCUre

&
occupational area.

AN LEA Occupational Education Personnel Sample

Data were obtained frum tEA occupational education persomnel at
three different timeg: 1) for the first on-site evaluation, 2) for the
second on-.ite evaluation, and 3) by follow-up questionnaire. The total

, S

number of LEA occupational education personnel from the ‘fifteen selected

LEAs who responded to the ?reliminary Evaluation Instrument - Personnel

'Fprm’(PEI-P) at the time of-ghe first on-site evaluation was 231 and for

the second on-site evaluation the total who responded to the PEI-P was

"'-.-6—'1 B

408. From the two o-site evaluations combined, a total of 639 PEI;sP

- questionnaires were obtained for this study., The total number of LEA

[

occupétion&l education personnel from the fifteen selected LEAs who

respohded to the LEA Persomnel Follow-Up Questionnaire was 321,

Personnel by Assignment at the %irst and

Second On-Site Evaluations

At the time of the first om-site evaluation 69.3% of the occupational

education personnel sample were classified ag having Iﬁghggction as their

.assignmenﬁw 15.2% classified as Guidance and 15.5% classified as

Administr;tion. At the time of the se: . on-site avaluation 68,67 of
thie sample were classifted as in Instruction with 14.0% classified as

A Y
.
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\ Guldance and 17.4% classified as Administration.

LEA Personnel by Assignment for the LEA

Personnel Follow-Up Questionnaire | ..

-3

e .

' Of the 366 LEA occupational education petsonnel identified and
C a selected to participate in this study, 321 responded by completing the
LEA Personnel Eollow-Up Questionraire and returning it.by the end of the
data collectién period. For all fifteen selected LEAs combined the return
‘rate was 88%. Theriowest rate of return for any one LEA was 74%; the
highest ‘rate of return was 100%, which was agcomplishéd at four Lﬁﬁéi

| of ;he sauple that responded to the LEA Personnel Follow-Up

Questionnaire, 47,4%\were classified Qé Instruction (full time in instiuction).

. r——

10. 3% classified as Guidance (full time in guidance), 13.4% classified as

\

Administration (full time in administration), 10,9% as Other-non- o

,jAdministration (guldance, instruction, other), and.l8.1% classified as

L3
Other-Administration (guidance and/or instruction and/or other and

\
administration), : v

Prior Experience of LEA Occupational

Educat%on Personuel on DAVTE On-Site ' :

Evaluation Teams

I Y

Of those LEA persbnnel classifieﬁ as Instruction 88.2% reported no
prior experience on a DAVTE on-site.eQaluation team while 11.8% reported
prior experience. Only 9,1% of those personnel classified as Guidance
reported prior experienqé on J'DAVTE on-site evaluation t;hm; 41,97 of
those personnel classified as Administration reported prior experience;
. w
17, 1% of those personnel classified as Other-non-Administration reported

having prjor’ experience; and," 36. 7u of those~personnel classified as

Ifi

S
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)

Other~Administration reported prior expérience on-a DAVIE on-site,

evuiﬁﬁ?ion team. Thug, it was determined that those personncl with
. N ‘h . [

administration as,-at least, d part of their assignment were more /likely. .

to have had prior experience on a DAVTE qn-sicé_évaluacion than those

v .
AN . [

petsonnel with:'no administrative assignment,

| The LEA occupational eduuation.personnel sample has be;n grouped on
ché basis of assignment and prior experience on a DAVIE on-site ;va1u§tion
for several of the analyses in this study. ' Two of these sub-groups did
"not have sufficient némbers of p;rsonnel for-separate analysis and were
not.included; they were personnel classified as Guidance who had prior
experience on a DAVIE on-site e;aluation team and persomnel classified as
Other-non-Administration who had prior experience on a DAVTE on-site

evaluation. team

On-Site Evgluatgon Team Member Samgie
Of the 109 on-site evaluation team members idengified_and selected
, to participate in this study, 96 responded by ggmplecing’tﬁe Team Member
Follow-Up Quest.onnaire and réturning it by the end of the data collection
period.
The return rate was 88% for'éll fifteen on-site evaluatiﬁn teams
combined. Tﬂe lowest rate of return for any one on-site evaluation team
was 67%; the Aighesc rate was 1007 which was accomplished for %ive”geams.
. /
Of the 96 team members who responded to the Team Member Follow-Up
Questionnaire, 22.9% were employed in educational administration, 7. 3%
were employed in guidance, 46,97 were employed as instructors, 14, 6% were

employed in business, labor or industry, and 8. 37, were present or former

occupational education students.

12
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Summary of Findings for Research Question 1
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. Presented in this section is a summary of the findinés for Research

.

Question 1. The findingé are presented by program component: Planniﬁg

-8

and* Evaluation, Student Services, Occupational Programs, Perspnnel,

Program Management, and Usgﬂf Community Resources.

"Research Question 1 was: * .

‘Have‘imzﬁgyements\pccurred in the occupational education programs .

from a firstcon-site evaluation to a second similar on-site evaluation

-

conducted fivayears later? c
Discriminant analysis, analysis of variance (two-way) and Chi-square
[}

analysis were sclected as the primary statistical tools for data analysis,
LA
Discriminant analysis allows for the simultaneous analysis of multiple

dependent and independent variables and aids in identifying which, if any,
dependqnc variable(s) contribute to significant differences among the

selected team member and LEA personnel sub-groups.

A0

Planning and Evaluation

L] . L]

ﬁ M ‘ . . ) : l
“Guidance, Instruction and Administration personnel all reported
a higher level of involvement in this activity at-the time of the second

on-site e¢valuation than they did at the first on-site evaluation. The

combined level of involvement across all personnel was reported as being

" somewhat below moderate. LEA personnel were significantly more ‘nvolved

’ N
in planning and/or making changes in their districts' One¢ and Five Year

Plan for Ocecupational Edugation at the time of the second on-sitc
evaluation than at the time of the trirst on-site vvaluation. Personnel
L]

classitied in AdminiStration reported a signitficantlv higher level of

tnvolvement than personnel in Guidance and Instruction.

[

¥ AL
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‘Substantial improvement in thé development and use of stated and

_ETRs for

§

me%surable objectives was indicated by the comparison of the

the first and second on-site evaluations. At the time of the first
on-site evaluation only, one. of the fifteen LEAs had stated and measurabple
quectives for their occupational education program. At the time,of the

second on-site evaluation the number of LEAs which had such objectives

had increased to twelve. ¢

' Rt the time of the first on-site evaluation only one of the fifteen
LEAs had an operafing*local thluacion system for the occupational
education program. The numbe; of LEAs that had such activities had increased
to eight at the time of .the sécond'visit._

LEA personnel reported, via the LEA‘Personnel Follow-Up Questionnaire,

-

improvement in *the Planning ard Evaluation program component. Planning

and Evaluatiou recaived the highest combined mean (2.86 on a scale of 1 =

none, 2 = little, 3 = moderate, 4 = extensive) for extent of improvement

across all eight seleoéed LEA personnel sub-groups. This combined mean
indicated that the eight LEA personnel sub-groups ccmbined repoHFed the
extent of improvements in the Planiing and Evaluation program componenf

as being about moderate.

Personnel in the Administration-N (no priQr ¢xperience on a DAVTE on-

site evaluation team), Administration-Other-N, and Administration-Y (yes,

prior eiperience on a DAVTE\ap-site evaluation team) sub-groups reported
~ ]

1 greater extent of improvement in the Planning and Evaluation program

-

component than personnel in the other LEA personnel sub-groups. Personnel

in the Other-non-Administration-N, Adminishrat%on-Other~Y sub-groups

< »

. 1 4

reported a lesser extent of improvement in the Planning and Evaluation

program component than personnel in.the other LEA personnel sub“groups.

i9
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The on-site evaluation team members reborced‘gia the Team Member

L)
)

- ‘Follow-Up Questionnaire improvement in the’Plaﬁning and Evaluation

program component. In relation to the team members reported extent of
. . .

'improvehencs for the Qther prograin components, Planning and Evéluation - =

w

received the lowest reported extent of improvement. The reported eg:eﬂ% .
".of improvement for Planning and Eva%yati ) was less thaﬁ moderate but
: more Qhan little qg;61). .There was no sié ficant differences in the .
repbrted extent of ;mprgveﬁent iﬁlthe Planning and Evaluation program

component by the team member sdb-grougs. ' |

: | . '- V'

Student Services ] ' »

o

Occupacional‘education SCuQencs.}a:e% their guidance counselor's
knowledge'qf the world of{ﬁork ;omewhac‘above average but not high_at
the time of both the first and second on-§;:e evaldat}ons.' There was no .
significant differenée found in the students' ratings of ﬁinr guidance
counselosf' knowledge of'che world of work for the first and the second . .
on-site evaluations. IndUStfialieducation students Fated their guidance
counselo}s' knovledge of the world of work significantly lower than "
students in the other four program areas.

The occupational education students rated thelinformation the& had
received from their guidance counselQr with régard to theit future
occupation as'average at the time of béth t;e first and ;econd'on-site.
evaluations. There was no significant difference fognd in the students'
ratings of the information they had received from their guidance counselors
with regard to their future occupation for the first and second on-site {

evaluations,

LEA personmel rated the guidance counselors' knowledge of

20 | ‘ .
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occupatibnal course *and program offerings about avérage (1.82 on a scale of

* l

1 = high 2%= average, 3 = low) at the time of the first on-site evaluation ' _ .

and wzll above:average (1. 68) at the time of the. szcond on- sxte evaluatxon.'
4 ¢

A significant difference was found in the LEA personnel‘s‘rating of the guidance
counselors'lknqwledgé of occupational and course offerimgs. for the first and '
) | 8

second on-site evaluations. Guidance counselors were more knawledgeable aboluf
: : s -

-occupational course and program offerings at the time of the sgcondvon-

L

site evaluation than at the time of the first on-site evaluation.
"-\-""{ ”

. w".oz:cupat:ional instructors rated the guidance counselors' knowledge of

occupational course and prograh offerings significantly lower than did

the other LEA personnel. <

/
Very little improvemenc in placement services was indicated by
e
the comparxson of the ETRs for‘t\‘ irst and second on-site evaluations.

Some merovement was indicated in the LEAs testing of career. 1ntnrests

N . ] .
as was indicated in the availability of more career'information. _ -§ £>

.
[

LEA pcrsonnel rcported merovement in the Student Servicas program

compozent. The Student Scrvices program component rsfexveqﬁthe fourth
highest combined mean (2.72) for exrenr.of improvément across allxeléht
LEA persoqpel sﬁb-groups. This combined mean indicated that °‘the eight
LEA personnel sub-groups combined revortad the extent ol improvemenrs
.in the Student Services program component as being less than modérate
but more than little.

Personnel in the Other-non-Administration-N and Administration-
Ocher-Y‘sub-groups reported a greater extent of improvement in the
Student Services program componenr than personnel in the other LEA

personnel sub-groups. Personnel in the Administration-N, Administratiouee

Other=-N, and Administration-Y sub-groups repbrted a lesser extent of

21
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improyement in the Student Services program component than personnel im the

. . . . . L. [
other LEA personnel sub:groups.‘. v : i 'P o

Y ]
£

The on-site evaluation team members also repotted improvement in- the

\.)Student Serv*ces program component. The Student Services- program component

received the fifth highest combined mean (2. 77) Jor eﬁtent of improvement across

all five team member sub-groups. This combined meah indicated that the five

team member sub- groups combined reported’ the extent of improvemeqte in’ the -

. ., "(\

Student Services program component aé being less than moderate but more than’

little. There was @o significapt differenges in the reported extent of improve~ '

u N
o

mept in the Student Services program component byhthe team member sub-groups.. '
’ 4
3 A A

. . - [ ¢

.0ce upgtional ﬁtograms , S .

" ’ ’

/ . LS

Occupational education students rated their occupational program in . ~

>

terms of preparation for a career somewhat above'average'but not high atithe '

o

time of the first and second on-site evaluations.’ The combined mean rating

»
1

N .
[AY 4

for the second-on-site visit was higher ‘han for the first on-site visit. .
[ ' 1 i ; . .
There was a significant difference in the means of the ra.L.ags among

occupational areas.- Students ia thg home etonomits program area gawe a

] T [N
significantly fower ratiug of their program's ability to prepare them for '

an occupation than students in the other program areas. T

? . EN
A significant drop in the percentage 6f occupational education

students participating in student vocational clube was found. With tthe

» .
exception of the agriculture area, all student organizations were found

to have had substantial drops in their student membership. The student ) -

vocational clubs in the agriculture area w:re found to be increasing in

, [ - .4!?
their percentage of student membership.

?

Improvements were noted in the second on-site evaluation ETRs for
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sequencing occupational courses into structured programs "and- in the offering

¢

of programs in each of the five occupational ‘areas. Very litcle improvement,

if any, was noted in the support for occupational student organizations,

There has been a substantial increése in the number of'coneiusions
¢ . .

contained in the occupdtional programs sectzon wf the ETRs from the time

of the first on- site evaluation (85),, to the second on- site evaluation (295).

( LEA personnel reoorted improvemgnt in the Occupational Programs

- 2 . . . 2

program component. The Occupational Programs program component received’
) % ' ‘ ' ’ A | B
the second highest combined mean (2.85) for extent of improvement across.

1

R [Y . B
all eight LEA personnel sub-groups. This comhined mean indicated that

-

-
a:

the eight LEA personnel sub-groups combined reponted the éxtent.of

improqements in the Occupational Programs program component as befng about -

~
/ moderate, ’ ‘e ) . //%{/ . .
. _ . . .

Personnel in the Administration-N, Administration Other<N, and
i ~v *

Administration-Y reported a greater ‘extent of improvement in the Occuéational

Programs program component than personnel in,tne other L@ﬁ»personnel sub-

-
.8

L
groups. Personnel in the Other -non-Administration-N and Administratioh-
.Other-Y reported a lesser extent of improvement in the\gccnpational

Pregrams program component than personnel in the other LEA personnel. -

N é ' ’ . v N -

v . . . N
sub-groups. ’

.
?

*
The on-s.te evaluation team members alsc¢ ¢epdrted improvement in

e

'
€

-
' D) T,

the Occupational Programs program'component. The Occupational Programs

) ey

program component received the highest combined mean (2. 96) for extent of
improvements across all five teawm member sub-groups, This combined mean
indicated that the five team member -sub:-groups combined reported the

extent of improvements in the Occupational Programsprogram component

as being moderate., There was no significant difference in the reported

23 -
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extent of improvemenis in the Occupational Programs progyam component by .
£ Y . . - . F . : o - . .
the team member sub-groups. S : ' .
o ! ' ’ .. » S ; [ Y Y .‘ ’ * R L'y v L -
¢ bl L 2 = t L ' ° : !
“ oo Personnel - a ) ’ " ‘) .
: ¢ o . ‘;’ - " . ) . s . -
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Occupational educac;on students rated theiu occupational instructors'

- knowledge of the world of work well above»average but not high. rThe . a

s - occupatxonal education atudencs rated thelrxgccupacional instruccors knowledge v
of thg world "of work significantly hzgher at the- time of ,the second on-~ -site |
R l N, -

. . n visit than at’ the time of' the firsc on-site visit., There was also a signi-

)

S ] f{cant difference in ‘the means. of the ratings among occupational areas.

¢ Studegq§ in-the health opcupations program area: gave a’ signifzcantly hlgher '

. . rating and students in the home' economics program drea gave a éignificantly ° .

1)

-lower rating of their Lnstnuétogsj'gnowiedge of the world of work than students

. .
' -
+ . .
M S

in the other program arcas. . ) . " ) .

) P

'LEA personnel rated the working relatibnship between occypational and .

academic instructors somewhat above average but not high. The LEA personnel
) f ' ) . @ . ‘ 3
. rated the working relationship between occupationak and academic instructors :

oy

- : signxfxcantly higher at the txme of the second on-gite visxt than at the time ‘

of the first on-site visit, There was also a significant difference' in the

’ e

\ means of the ratings among personnel assignments.  Administrators rated the

”
\

rwo%king relationship significantly higher than did iguidance or ihstructional"

. personnel., . T

»

- LEA personnel rated.the working relationship between guidance and instruc-

.
’ s
.

. . _
tional personnel at ‘the time of the first and second on-site visits. There
was a significant difference in. the means of the ratings among personnel *

: ' o
assignments. Occupational instructors rated the working.relatiowship

signiticantly lower ,than did guidance or administrative personnel.

21 ‘ ' :
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Improvement in the occupational expericnce of the occupational education

L ‘.. . Pl < ) - . . . ¢ \ '.V N
.o personnel was.indicated by gg§ comnhrisog of the ETRs for the first.and ‘ .

. %

second on-site evaluations. Improvement was also indicated in the ‘c:‘ .

. : Al

. ssignment of occupational gducation personnel to teach in areas for
¥ P o .
El ‘. L]

which they .were qualified. . . . o\ ' »

' LEA personnel reported improvement in the Personmnel program.componenth
hd A

The Personnel program _component received the lowest combzned mean (2.57)-

o for ext&nc ofg&mprovement across all eight LLA personnel sub- groups. This

.combined mcan.xndzcated that the eibnt LEA personnel sub-groups combxned ' S

' . . - ’ .

reported the extent 6? iﬁprovements in the Personnel prograﬁ component as
LY

+." being about half-way between moderate and little. . SRR

N\
« . ipersonnel in the Administration-N, and Administration-Other-N, and
y Administration-Y sub-groups reported a greater extent of improvement in
‘the, Personnel program ‘component than personnel in the other LEA personnel

v sub-groups. Personnel in the Other-non-Admiggstration-N and Administration=-

R [y . . .

Other-Y/reported a lesser extent of improvements in the Personnel program '

. component than personnel in the other LEA personnef sub-groups. ' -y
. \' . . N

The on-site cvaluation team members also reported improvement in.the -

) v

. Personnel program compoment, The Personnel program component received the 4

4 N ! 4 . . -

. il AW
fifth highest combined mean (2.77 - tied with Student Services) for extenmt
’9‘ . L .

of igprovements across all five team member sub-groups. This combined mean
AN - . '

indicated that the five sub-groups combined reported the extent of

improvement in the Personnel prégram component as bving somewhat lgss than

moderate bu? more than licfle. There was no significant difference in the.

reported extent of improvement in the Personnel program component by the

t. am member subrgroups.

L}
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LEA personnel rated their local board of education's gupport for
-\ occupational education dverage (1.96) at the time of the first,od-site ‘ d
v . . - Y T . . . - ’
. + visit and somewhat above average (1.79) at the time of the second on-site . &
o « ' ) ¢ N Y a
' visit. The LEA personnel rated the boards' suypport for occupational education
. [y -,
3 N % ‘: \
5 . i ’ '. . N L ] . L4
b significantly higher at the timé of the second on-site visit than at the f_ .o .
time of the first on-site visit. There was also a, significant difference . °~ -+ - -
¢ in_the means of the rating among personnel assignments. Administrators rated "

the boards' support for occupational education significancly‘higher than did

guidance and instructional personnel. . - .

: LEA personnel rated “the working relationship between-occupational

. . - - ¢

instructors across all occupational areas well above average but not hig?’
' @ s )

at the time of the, fivet (1.68) and second (1.60) on-site visits. _There

was no significant difference between the ratings of the working relationship»
o - . - , . a . Q'J

between occupational instructors across all occupational areas at the time '

ot the first and second on-site visits. There was also no significant .

difference in the means pf the ratings among personnel assignments.

* . LEA personnel rated the!working relationship between occupational -

-~ .
'

instructors and occupational program administrators well above average

but not high at the time of tht first (1.64) ‘and second, (1.58) on-site

]

visits, There was no significant difference between the ratings of the

working relationship between occupational instrucgtors and occupational
program administrators at the time of the first and-second on-site visits.
There was a significant difference in the means of the ratings among

. .
personnel assignments. Administrators rated the working relationships

sianiticantly hL4Q§;°than did guidance and instructional personnel.

1)

4 «
\ )
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Imprdement in the support for occupational education by local boards
. $

of educatilea-was indicated by the comparison of the ETRs for the first and

Ly

second on-site evaluations; Imprgvement was also indicated in vertical
articulation and the use of written job de;;ripcions.

LEA persoqpel repofted improvement in the Program Management program
component. The Program Management program componeng recéived the ﬁpurth
uhighest combiped mean (2.67) for extent of improvement across all éighc
LEA pérsonqgl sub-groups. This combined mean indicated that.the eight
LEA personnel sub-groups combifjed reported the'extent of improvements in
the Program Management program component as being somewhat.less.than .
moderate but more than little.

{ Personnel in the Other-non-Administration-N and Aclr_n:l.n;‘.st:rat::l.cm-ot:her-Y:'4
reported a greater extent of improvemenc in the Program Management pxpgram
component than:personnel in the other LEA personnel sub-groups. Personnel
in the Administration-N, Administration-Other-N, and Administration-Y
sub-groups reported a lesser extent .of improvement in the Program Management
program component than personnel in the other LEA personnel sub-groups.

The on-site evaluation team members a}so reported improvement :-in the
Program Yanagement nrogram cemponent. The Program Management program
component received the third highes£ combined mean (2,8C) for extent of
improvements across all five team member sub-groups. This combined mean
indicated that the five team member sub-groups combined reported the extent
oL improvem;nt in the Program Management program component as being a little
liss than moderate. There was no significant difference in the reported

extent of improvements in the Program Management program componcnts by the

[ 4
team member sub-groups.

~
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Use of Commﬁnitz Resources

LEA personnel rated the working relationship between occupational

v

instructors and labor and management personnel in govermment, business,

. trade and commerce as being somewhat above average at the time of the

"

first (1.81) and second (1.83) on-site visits. There was no_significant

*
difference found in the LEA personnel's rating of this working relation-

-,

ship %ér the first and second on-sita evaluations. There was also a0
significant‘difference among the meaas -of the ratings by LEA personnelf
assignment., |

Improvement in tAe establishment and use of advisory committees was
indicated b; the comparison of the ETRs fdr the first and seéond on-site

A

evaluations. ' N ) .

LEA personnel reported improvement in the Use of Community Reso;rces
program component. The Use of Community Resources proéram component
received the third highest combined mean (2.76) for extent ¢f improvement
across all eight LEA p%§§onnél sub-groups. This combined mean indicated
that the eight LEA persomnnel sub-groups combined reported the extent of
improvement in the Use of Community Resources as being somewhat less than
moderate.

Personnel in the Administration-N, Administration-Other-N, and
Administration-Y reported a greater extent of improvement in the Use of
Community Resources program component than personnel in the other LEA
personnel sub-groups. Personnel in the Orher-non-Administration-N and
Administration-Other-Y reported a lesser extent of improvement in the

I'se of Community Resources program component than personnel in the other

LEA personnel sub-groups.

«®
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'The on-siup egaluat;on‘$eaﬁ members also reported improvement in the
Use of Community Resgdrces program component. The Use of Community Resources
program qoméopent received the second highest combined mean (2.87) for,
"extent of impfévément across all fiventeam member sub-groups. This combined
- mean indicated that the five team member s;b-groups combined reported the
extent of improvement in the Use pf Community Resources as being about moderate.
There was no significant differences in éhe reported extent of improvement
in thq Usg'of Community Resources program component by the team member
sub-groups.

)

\
Sumary of Findings for Research Questfbn 2
Presented in this section is a summary of the findings for Research
Question 2. The findings are presented by their source: LEA Personnel
Follow-Up Questionnaire and Team Member Follow-Up Questionnaire.
Research Question 2 was:

Was there a relationship between improvements in the occupational

education program and the on-site evaluation?

[
s

The Relationship Between Improvements in the

Occupational Education Program and the

\ .
w/// A . on-Site Evaluation as Reported bty LEA Personnel

The LEA personnel reported that the planning and evaluation program
component had the highest combined mean (2.48) for the extent of relationship
between improvement in the occupational program and the first DAVTE on-site
»valuation across. all eight LEA personnel sub-groups. This combined mean
indicated thﬁr the combined vight TEA personnel sub-groups rated the extent

ot relationship between improvement in the Planning and Evaluation program

[N
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' ;/eomaeﬁﬁnt and the DAVIE on-site evaluation licgle to mod :rate.
}he second highest combined mean (2.42) for the extent of relétionship
between imprOVQmént and the DAVIE on-site evaluation was reported for the
Occupational Program program component. In order, the other program
components were Program Management with a combined mean of 2.38, Use of
Community Resources with a combined mean of 2.37, Student Services with a
combined mean of 2.77, and Personnet with a combined mean of 2.17. The
reported extent of relacionship‘between improvements and the DAVTE on-site
evaluation in the six program components ranged from (2.48) little to
- moderate.to (2.17) lictle.

" The LEA personnel sub-group reporting the highest combined mean.(2.77)
extent of relationship between imprqvement and the DAVTE on-site evaluation
across all six program components was reported by those persons classified
38 Administration-N. The second highest combined mean (2.64) for extent of
relatiouship between improvement and the DAVTE on-site evaluation across all
six program components was repérted by persons classified as Instruction-Y.
The other LEA personnel sub-groups, in order.of combined means were:
Administration-Qther-N (2.55), Adminiscraci%n-OCher-Y (2.40), Instruction-N
(2.28), Administration-Y (2.21), Guidance-N (2.11) and Other-non-Administra-
tion-N (2.00). The reported extent of relationship between improvemeﬁf‘hnd
the DAVTE on-site evaluation écross all six program comﬁénents ranged from
(2.77) about modevate to (2.00) little.

One discriminant function was significant at the .05 level. When one
or more discriminant functions was found to be significant, this indicated,
in this particular analysis, that a significant difference existed in the
reported uxtcnt-of relationship between improvewent in one or more of the

six program components and the DAVTE on-site cvaluation by at least one of
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the selected LEA personnel sub-groups.

The eight LEA personnel sub-groups became arranged into three clusters:
l)rAdminiStration-Y, Other-non-Administration-N, and.Adm*nistration-Other-N;
2) Instruction-Y, and Administration-N; and Instruction-N, Guidance-N, and
3) Administration-Other-Y. The cluster comprised of: Administration-Y,
Other-non-Administration-N, and Administration-Other-N reported a greater
extent of relationship between improvement in the program compoﬂent Use of
Community Resources and the DAVIE on-site evaluation, and a lesser ekten;

N .~.of relationship between improvement in the program components of Personnel
and étuden; Services and the DAVTE on-site evaluation. The cluster
coqpfised of Administration-N and Instruction-Y reported a greatev extent of
relationship.bethen improvement in the program components of Personnel
and Student Services and the DAVTE on-site evaluation and a'lesser extent
;f relationship between improvement in ﬁhe program caﬁponent Use of Community
‘Resources and the DAVIE on-site evaluation. The cluster comprised of.
Instruction-N, ‘Guidance-N and Administration-Other-Y reported relatively
small difference:‘in the extent of relationship between impfovement among the

six program components and tlie DAVIE on-site evaluation. <

The Relationship ®<tween Improvements in

the Occupational Education Program and

the On-Site Eva.usation as Reported by

On-Site Evaluation Team Members

The on-site evaluation team members reported that the Occupational
Programs program component had the highes: .ombined mean (2.89) for the
extent of relationship between improvement and the DAVTE on-site evaluation

across all five team member groups. This combined mean indicated about a

moderate level ot relationship.

3]
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The second highest co?bined ﬁean (2.81) for exteﬁ; of relationship
between imgrovement anddxﬁe DAVIE on-s!ce evaluation waé'regorted for the
Useféf Community Resources program component., In order, &he; other program
components were Planning and Evaluation with a combinéarmeén of 2.70, Program
Management with a combined mean of -2.68, Student Services ?ith a gombined '
mean of 2.64, and Personnel with a combined mean of 2.55. The highest reported
extent of relationship between improveﬁent and the DAVTE on-site evaluation

in the six program components was reportea by persons classified as Guidance.

The second highest combined mean (2.74) extent of relationship between

\ ¥
iﬁjmprovement and the DAVTE on-site evaluation across all six program components

'

-

was reported by fersons classified as Administration. The.other team-
member groups in order 'of combined means were: Inétruction (2.73), Business
Industry and Labor Personnel (2.69), and Occupational Studen:ts (2.33). The
reported extent of relationship between improvements and the DAVTE on-site

evaluation in the six program Eomponents by each of the five team member

. {
groups ranged from (2.83) about moderate to (2.33) somewhat above ;ittle.

There was no significant discriminant function as a result of the
discriminant analysis. Therefore, no significant differences existed in
the reported extent of relationship between improvements and the DAVTE on-site

L3

evaluation among' the six program components and the five team member sub-groups.
Summary of Findings for Research Question 3

. Presented in this section is a summary of the findings for Research
Questign 3 and 1its subquestions.' The findings are presented by their source
L ]
of data: 1) LEA Personnel Follow-Up Questionnaire, and 2) Team Member

Follow-Up Questionnaire.

Research Question 3 was:

TR
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Did the LFA occupational education personnel and the members of the ' L
U i o -

on-site evaluation teams see the on-site evaluation as being'of value?

v

The Value of the On-Site Evaluation’ ' : - v
K . T . i‘.-_“__ N

as_Reported by’ LEA Personnel ,

LEA .personnel reported that the ﬁn-si:e evaluation would help them
to improve their occupational educgtioﬂ program. . Over 697 of the | . N
respondents reported~that the on-site evaluation was beneficial to their
occupational education pxogram; There was no significant difference found
" between the value of the DAVIE on-site evaluation and LEA persqpnel aséign-
+ ment. | ‘
LEA pe;sonngl also reported that the on-site evaluation wasbnot a waste
of time and money in terms of its impact on’cheir occupational education
program. Two-chirdsﬂof'the respondents reported that the on-site evaluation
~was not a waste of time and money. There was ;q_significant difference
f ound beﬁween the impact value af the DAVTE on-site evaluation and LEA :
. . ®

personnel assignment.

R

LEA Personnel Perceived Value of Activities

Related to the On-Site Evaluation

/
LEA personnel reported ghat the orientation meeting‘for che'on-sng
evaluation p;ovided them with an adequate understanding of the on-site
LY
evaluation process. OQver 80% of the respondents reported that the
L}
orientation meeting provided them w}th an adequate understanding of the '
on-site evaluation process. LEA personnel with an administrative assignment

reported a signitficantly higher level of value for the orientation meeting

in providing -an understanding of the DAVTE on-site cvaluation process, while
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those persons with a guidance a

ssignment reported the lowest ievel of value. .

L

LEA personnel reported that the on-site evaluation hélped them to

T become much more familiar with their district's One and Five Year Plan fot ’ -

H -

Occupational Education than they were before the on-site visit. Over half -
of the respondents reported that they wer: much more familiar with their
i distvici's One and Five Year Plan for Occupational Educationt as a result

-

9% the on-site visit. LEA personnel with!an instructionai or a@ministrative
;;signment gained a higher level of.familiarity while persons with a guidance
assignment repprted the lowest level of gaining familiarity.

. ‘; . LEA personnel also reportgd that the activities the?“werg involved in
while preparing for the on-site evaluation were benefici;l. Almost half of
the respondents repérted that the activities they were involved in while
preparing for the DAVTE on-site evaluation were beneficial to themselves.

LEA personnel with an administrative assigmment reported a significantly

higher level of benefit while persons with a guidance assignment reported

a lower level of benefit from the activities.

Involvement of LEA Personnel in Preparing

for the On-Site Evaluation

LEA personnel reported their level of involvement in preparing for the
on-site evaluacion for ten selected activities.

The faculty meetings activity received the highest combined'mean (2.93)
for level of involvement across all eight selected LEA personnel sub-groups.
This combined mean indicated that the eight LEA personnel sub-groups combined
vreported their level of involvement in faculty meetings as being moderate.

+ The second highest combined mean (2.90) for level of involvement was

reported for the activity of discussions with ocher faculty members. In

4
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combined mean of 2.66, reviewing occupatiohal program goals with a combined

‘mean of'2.59,'diécqssions-with occupational education administrators with a

. A . ‘
combined mean of 2.55, reviewing Local District One and Five Year Plan with

a combined mean of 2.49, discuﬁgions with guidance.personnél with a combined
mean of 2.33, meetiﬁg with an advisory committee with a combined mean of
2.32, and meeting wifh occupational student organizations.with a combined
mean of 1.69. The reported level of involvement in the ten selected
activities ranged frag.(2.93) modgrate to (1.69) less than little.

Thé_LEA persoqpélnsub-groupAthat reported the highest combined mean
(2.84) “level of involvement across all ten selected activities were comprised
of tﬂose persons classified as Administration-Other with experience on a
DAVTE on-site evaluation team. The other LEA personnel sub-groups in order
of combined means were: Administration with experience on a DAVTE on-site
evaluation team (2.61), Insiruc;ion with experience on a DAVTE on-site
evaluation team (2.53); Adminis;ration with no experience'on a DAVTE on-site
evaluation ﬁeam (2.52),.Adminiskration-oéher with no experience on a DAVTE N
on-site evaluation team (2.38), Other-non-Administration with no experience "s
on a3 DAVTE on-site evaluation team-(1.87). The reported level of involvement
acrossoall ten selected activities by each of the eight LEA personnel sub-
groups ranged from (2.84) about moderate to (1.87) about little.

LEA personnel sub-groups with experience on a DAVTE on-site evaluation
teaﬁ reported a higher level of involvement a;ross all ten activities than
did the other LEA personnel sub-groups with no experience on a DAVTE on-site

evaluation team.

Two discriminant functions were significant at the .05 level. Since

35
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order, the other activities were: reviewing occupational course objectives .
with a combined mean of 2,67, conduct%pg self-evaluaiion activities with a co e
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two discrimiuant functions were. found to be significant, this indicated t .at . .

.

a siggificanc Jdifference in the reported levels of involvement in the ter

L]

" selected aotivities by the LEA persomnel sub-groups. -
With rgsﬁéct to the first discriminant function, the eight LEA .
personnel sub-groups were arranged into three clusters: 1) Other-non-

Administfation-N,_Instruction-N, and Administration-Qther-Y; 3)’Adqinistra- : ‘e

tion-Qther-N, Administration-Y, InstrﬁctioﬁgY, and Administration-N; and

S

S) Guidance=N. The cluster copprised of: Other-non-Administration-N,
Inst;uction-N, and.épminisgration-cher-Y reported a greater leyél of

R %nvolvemeht in discussions wiﬁﬁ other faculty members and reviewing ) *
occupational course ijecti&eé and a lesser involvement in discussions
with guidance personnel. The cluster compriseq of Guidance-N reporteqd a
greater level of involvement in discussions with guidance personnel and a

lesser level of involvement in discussions with other faculty members and .

revieéwing occupational course objectives. The cluster’ comprised of:

*
]

Administfation-OLher-N, Ai@inis;ration-Y, Iqigruction;Y; and Admin?stratioq-N ’
reported rqldtively.smaliwdifferénces in their level of involvement among the
'ten selected activities.,
With respect to the sgcond discriminant function, it was concluded that

;he.eight LEA personnel sub-groups were arranged into three clusters: |

1) Administration-Y, and Administration-Other-Y; 2) Instruction-N, Guidance-
N, Instruction-Y, and Other-non~Administrétioq-N; and 3) Administration-N,

and Administfation-Othef-N. The cluster comprised of Administration-Y and
Administration-Other-Y reported a gréater level of involvement in meeting

w?th advisory commi%tees, reviewin? Local District One and Five Year Plans,

and discussions with guidance personnel and a lesser involvement in

discussions with other faculty members and reviewing occupational course
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objectiveé. The cluster compxised of Insttuction-N, Guidance -N, Instruction-' D

Y, and Ocher non-Administration-N reported a greater level of involvement in

i

discus8ions with other faculty memiers and reviewing occupational course N

objectives and a. lesser involvement in meeting with advis.ry committees,
. o % '

reviewing Local ﬂistricc One and Five Yeat Plans, and discussions wich

guidance personfiel. The cluster comprised of Admigistration-N and ‘ *
Administtation-dthér-n reported relatively small differences in their
Jevel of involvement among the ten selected activities. )
" The Value of the,On-Site Evaluation as ‘
« c Repprted by On Site Evaluation I . ° .
: - Team Members
' . &
L

On-site evaluation team members reported that the on-si aluation -

4 a«

would have a positive effect on the district's 6ccdpationalAeduq5tion
program. Almost 90% of the respondents reported that the on-site evaluation
'y R .

would have a positive effect on the district's occupational education

- .
.

program. On-site evaluation team members classified as Guidance reported
L)
that the DAVTE on-site evaluation will have a lgss positive effect on_the

district's occupational education program than the other members of the
!

on-site evaluation teams.

The on-site evaluation team members reported that ‘the on-site

'
*,
N .

evaluation was not a waste of time and money in terms of its impact on
improving the district's occupational education program. Almost 907 of
the respondents reported that ‘the on-site evaluation wgs worth their time
and effort. There was no significant difference between thg percedved
attitude of the LEA personnel toward the DAVIE on-site evaiuation and team

member sub-groups.
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Team Member Reported Valye of the DAVIE On-Site -

Evaluation to the Members of the DAVIE . B

On~Site Evaluation Team ‘ . , .

# [
b []

On-site evaluation team membérs reported that the experience obtained

as a member of an on-site evaluation team would be valuablé¢ to anyone

e

. L1 .
concerned with occupational education, All (100%) of the respondents reported
that the experience was a valuable experience. There was no significant

difference found between the value of the DAVTE oh-site evafhacion,experience

»~

by team member sub-groups.

a v

The on-site evaluation team members also reported that the om-site

evaluation team»experienée_had encouraged them to work further for the

improvement of occupational education in their own district. Over 96% of

N
the resporgents reported that the experience had encouraged them to help

e

improve their own occupatinal education program. There was no significaﬁt .
difference found between the level of encouragement and team member

\ .
syb-groups.

4

The on-site evaluation team members reported that during their inter-

.
>

views with the LEA personnel they gbt some good ideas on how to improve

'y

. L8 .
their own occupational education programs. Over 85% of the vespondents
reported that they had received some good ideas for improving their own

occupational education program from the LEA personnel that they interviewed.

There was no significant difference found between the extent of obtaining

.

1] R
good ideas for improving their occupational education program and team

. v 5. ‘ ..""" A\
member sub-groups. ' }
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' attempted to rate the quality of theISIAreas of Concern by the use of an

the various program components. Alsoj’ in. some cases, the fevellof improve-
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Discussion - @ . T
This study has identified several aspects of the occupational edutation. - .

9

programs in Illinois that have been improved since the time of the first

on-site eyaluation; There has been differential leveis of {mprovement by

ment for some of the program components was reported to be different by the
. 4 r . ’ .
various reference groups providing evaluative ratings.

The on-site évaluation teams at the time of the first on-site evaluation

-

]

absolute rating scale based on the "ability" or resources of the LEA.

Summary rafings for the LEA were found to be confusing'and often counter-

-

, ' . , ™
productive and, therefore, were dgpconcinued; no further attempts to develop

] .

an absolute measure of program quality for LEAs or the program components ’ .
‘ N . N : “

were made. ' . .

No program quality index existed for use and this stud§ did not

’

attempt to develop such an index, ' The measures used in this study were

those reﬁorted by the individuals composing the varioué grou;s which | \
gave'their perceptions of the\attfibute beinElrated. Ther;fore, the
members of the different groups very likely rated the same atgribuug
d;fferently; each relative to their own perception of the value or
extqnt‘of the attr;bute they perceived to :xist. 4%‘
‘Although the reported ledels'of,improvement were not_based on an \

absolute index of program quality, their use in this study does provide

an adequate basis for determining program improvement. The on-site

',
¢

evaluation phase of the TPS was develdped to assist Fhe LEAs to improve

their occupational education programs, whether that involved taking a

~
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poor program and helping it be¢ome an average program or taking a good =
‘ . . . 3

program and helping it become an excellent program. Whileléccupational

L}
education students LEA . personnel and team members may -have reported

-

improvement. .. - : . o o

y

different relativehlevels.of'improvement based on their own perceptions,

the primary concern for this study was whether oranotitheselgroups found °

° . ' e
- . . ..

This section relates the ratings of .LEA programs and ratings of
improvements to the DAVIE on-site evaluation and the literatyre related

L

 to prog¥am evaluation.

.

There were several significant improvements reported for the Planning

and. Evaluation program component; this program component inctluded objectives

L4
.

.and evaluation which were separate ‘Areas of Concern at the first on-i}te
evaluation. LEA occupational education personnel reported t.at they were

more involved in planning their LEA's one and Five Year Plan for Occupational

Education than they were at the time of the first evaluation. Bowling (1973)

' found in his study of the Illinois TPS thit LEAs which had been evaluatbd by

eI

an on-site evaluation team were more likely to involve more of the LEA, N

_personnel in developing the One and Five Year Plan than were involved in

unevaluated LEAs. He also found that LEA personnel with an administrative
assignment were significantly more involved in this activity than were

any other iEA‘personnel. This study had similar'findinés: personnel. )
with administrative assignments were more involved in-all aspects, and'

persons who had served on on-site evaluation teams were more involved at

. their own LEA‘that were those who had not served on a team.

The, ETRS for the second on:site evaluation indicated tha{ substantial

improvement had been made in the use of stated and measurable objectives

10
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and in the use of local evaluation activities by the LEAs. Bowliné (1973)

stated, "The evaluation teams (first on~site evaluation) were most concerned
about the areas.of.objectives and a2valuation (p. 136)." As a result gf
this concern, the DAVIE uﬁdertook a statewide program torassist LEA
personnel in developing stated and measurable objectives ana also developed
the Locally Directed Evaluation program to assist the LEAS in conducting
their own evaluations for prograh improvement. The emphasis placed on these
two aspects'of the Planning and Evalua;ion program component by the first
cn-site 9vaiuation teams and DAVTIE is reflecte”’ in the significant improveﬁént
found in tg;s area by the study.

The LEA personnel rated the level of improvemeat for the Plapning and
Evalu;tion program component higher than for any oéher program component.
The school personnel who were at the LEA ;t the time of the first on-site
evaluation were probably involved in developing program_éﬂd course objeétives
as well as being'involved in evaluation activities and therefore aware of
the changes at their LEA from the first to che second team visit.

A somewhat 1iff%rent rating was reported by the on-site evaluation
team members; Ehey rated the level of improvement for the Planning and
‘Evaluation program component lower than for any other program component.
These seemingly contradictory findings may be the result of several’factors.
Tﬁe first is that it is difficult to evaluate-(as'an outsider) change over
time when the rater is using é single point in time‘as a reference.
Sccondly, the other five program components are more easily identified
-‘with people and/or places whereas Planning and Evaluation is somewhat
more abstract. It is also possible that the team members had a higher
expectancy for this program component due to the widespread concern for this

arei ovér a period of time. They may have been using the DAVTE, LDE materiais

as the expected standard.
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The S;udent Services pfogram cqmponént had very little Feported
improvement from the time of the first on-site evaluation. Occupational
education students reported noc improvement in the guidance personnel's
knowledge of the world cf work or the information they received from
their guidance counselor relative-to information about their future career.
Thesc areas were rated average by the occupational education students at the
time of both on-site evaluations. Lndugtrial oriented studen;é-rated the
guidance counselors' knowledge of the world of work significantly lower

’ \
than did the other occupational education students.

Bow}'ng (1973) indzgated_that most of the early chaqges implemented in
the Quidanfe services area were in the - rea of placement services. This
ear.y change was s.mewhat substantiated by the improvement found in the place-
ment services as a result of the analysis of the ETRs. The ETRs also indicated
that more career infowrmation was available to occupational education students
at the time of the secord visit.

The LEA personnel rated the level of improvement for the Student .
Services prograﬁ component fourth relative to the improvement in the
;ix program components. The compératively little improvement repon{gd for
this program component by occupational education students was similar
to the findings from analysis of ti. ETRs and LEA personnel ratings. The on-

site evaluation team members rated the level of improvement for the Student

Services program component fifth. Therefore, improvement in the Student

Services brogram component area was rated fifth on an over all basis.

The Occupational Programs program component was found to have
received differential levels of reported improvement from the time of the
first on-site' evaluation. Occupatignal education students reportea no

difference, no improvement, in the value of their programs in preparing

,.\
-
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them for an occupation. It was interesting to note that students. in home
eco;omics rated their program significantly lower in terms of preparatioﬁ
for an occupation than did Ehe students in thé other occupational education
areas. . |
'One ma jor concern was found in student membership in vocational clubs.

A very aignificanc drop in the percent of students who reported membership
wasrrepbeed by the occupational education students in all.areas except in
the agricultpre areaf There was little mention of student membership by
the ETRs for the first on-site eGaluation (Bowling, 1973) or for the second ’
viéit.‘

| An improvement .n the sequenc;ng of courses into programs wa; indicated
by che\analysié of.the ETRs. Also, mor.: LEAs were offering prograhs in all
five program areas than were déﬁng so at the time of the first on-site |
evaluation. Bowling (1973) found tﬁat the major area of change made by

evaluated LEAs (first on-site evaluation) in the Occupational Programs

program componeint was in the renaming~of courses and minor course changes

which allowed for the sequencing of courses into programé% -

A major finding in the Occupational Programs program component was the
substantial increase in the number of conclusions made by the second on-site
e-raluation team reports ingcomparison to the first on-site evaluation team
reports; totalé for the 15 LEAs were 85 conclusions for the first on-site
evaluation ané 295 conclusions for the second on-site evaluation. Also,
the nature of the conclusions was different. The ETRs for the second on-site
evaluation contained conclusions concerning ingividual program areas in
addf%ion to general conclusions for the total Occupational Programs component
whereas the first team reports reported only the latter. LEA personnel

from gujdance and the individual occupational areas expressed concern
\’

about not having a member on the team from their area.

43
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This increase in emphasis on the individual occupational program areas
within the Occupational, Programs component may indicate a need to reevaluate
the method of selecting on-site evaluation team members. As structured

Ay

some teams did not have a knowledgeable representative for each program
area or for guidance. ’

Thé LEA personnel rated the level of improvemant for their Occupational
Programs program component second relative'to.the §ix program components.
As most of the LEA per;onnel were actively involved in the occupétional
programs it would seem likely that they would be in a position.go be know~
ledgeable of any improvements that had taken place. The on-site evaluation
team.meQbers rated the level of improvement for the Occupational'Programs
proéram component higher than for any other program component. Several
factors may be involved in this finding. As SCaCed.:;rlier a substantial
increase in the emphasis placed on the.Occupational Programs program
component by the on-site evaluacioﬁ teams wag found. This change in )
emphasis may have caused ége team members to spend more of their time
evaluating this program component, thus finding more improvements.

As with the Occupational Programs program-component, differential
levels of improvement were reported'for the Personnel program component.
Occupational education students reported improvement in their occupational
instructors' knowledge of the world of work. It was interesting to note
that students in the health occupations brogram areg-rated their instructors'
xnowledge of the wor}d of work significantly higher than the students\in
each of the other program areas. This finding should not be too surprising

’ '

since the typical background of health occupations instructors involves

some type of current certification and experience in one or more of the

health Eields along with, or followed by, the professional education

41
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courses necassary to teach. Further, these programs typically involve an

L3
2

operationaﬁ setting, clinical exéeriencez‘ Home economics students_rated
théir_ingtrhctors'_knowledge of the world of worL significantly lower than
the students in each of the other program areas; this finding is consistent
with the significantly lower rating given.by the students of) these programs

in terms of preparation for an occupation.

LEA personnel re orted an'improvemenﬁ in the working relationship

between occupational and academic instructors but reported nolchange in

kY

the working relationship between occnpatiéhal instructors and guidance
personnel. Bowling (1973) reported that most LEAs were planning in-scpool'
workshops as a part of their personnel development program. These
workshops were to include instfuctors and guidance personnel. It is
iq;e}esting that an improvement was rgported in the academic/occupational
inSCruQCOr working relationship but not for the working relationships with
guidance personnel. Gyidance personnel were less invdlved in all aspects of
the cgc&pational education program than other LEA pefﬁonnel groups.

LEA personnel rated the level of improvement for the Personnel
program component lower than for any other program component. The
on-site evaluatioa team members rated the level of improvement in this
program component fifth relative to the six.program componentg. These two

-

findings tend to agree with each other in terms of the relative leve. of
':“’ﬂ
improvement for the Personnel program component. ¢

A significant finding in the Program Management program component
\
was in the reported improvement, by LEA nersonnel and second visit ETRs,
in support by the LEA Board of Education for occupational education.

The LEA persounel and on-site evaluation team members agreed on the relative’

level (somewhat moderate) of improvement tor the Program Management

#
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program component. The LEA;personnel rated.fhe level of improvement for

this program component fourth relative to the other program components;

[

‘the team members rated the level of improvement third.
»y For the,pr&gram component Use of Comnumnity Resources, LEA personnel
reported no significant improvement in the working relationship between
occupational instructors and members of the community. This finding was
somewhat contradicted by the aﬁalysis of the ETRs. The ETRs -for the .
second on-site evalu;tion indicated an. improvement in the establlshment
and use of local'advisory committéés. Bowling (1973) found that most
evaluated LEAs (first on-site evaluation) had reported'ihat:the LEAs were

planning to establish and utilize advisory committees more than they had
' :
in the past; An improvement was found in this study in the use of adviso;y
committees.
As with the Program Management program component, the LEA personnél
and on-site evaluation team members agreed to the relative level of
improvement for the ﬁse of.Community Resources. The LEA personnel rated

the level of improvement third relative to the other program components;

the team members rated the level of improvement second.
Major Findings

Both LEA personnel and on-site evaluation team members agreed that
there had been some degree of improvement in all occupational education
program components and that the on-site evaluation had contributed to that
improvement.

Both LEA personnel and team members reported that the on-site evaluatios
were a beneficial and worthwhile investment of resources.

Both LEA personnel and on-site evaluatiun team members reported that
participation in the on-site evaluation was of benefit to .tlhiemselves and
to their LEA occupational education program.

There was a high degree of agreement between the content of the

-

:/}
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Evaluation Team Reports written by the on-site evaluation'teams at the time

 of the on-site visits and the team members expressed viewpoints at a point
in time following the on-site visit. . _ .
There was a high level of agreement between the viewpoints expressed
by the LEA perscnnel via the PEI-P at the time of the orientation meeting
held prior to the on-site visit and the viewpoints expressed via a-follow-
up ‘questionnaire completed at a point in time following the on-site visit.

LEA personnel with an administrative assignment generally rated the
working relationships among” the various LEA personnel groups and the board
of education and the benefits of the on-site evaluation higher than those
persons without an administrative assignment. ¢

Guidance personnel generally rated all aspects of the occupational

education program and the on-site evaluation phase lower than other LEA
personnel.

. LEA personnel became involved in a higher level of i&teractions,
meeting with advisory committees and other activities related to program
improvement while preparing for the on-site visit. Guidance personnel
-were the least involved of all LEA groups. Those LEA persons who had
previously served on an on-site evaludtion team were more involved in the

on-site visit of their own LEA than were those who had not served on a
team.

LEA personnel Eendéd to rate the level of improvement in components
in which they were involved higher than they rated the other program
components where they were less involved.

LEA personnel and on-site evaluation team members rated the ‘level of
improvement in the six program components as being from somewhat more than
little to moderate.

LEA personnel and on-site evaluation team members generally agreed as
to the relative level of improvement in each of the program components.

The relative amount of improvement by program component over the five
year time period was, highest to lowest: Occupation Programs, Use of
Community Resourses, Planning and Evaluation, Program Management, Student
Services, and Personnel.

Student membership in vocational clubs has declined from the time of
the first on-site evaluation and relatively less instructor involvement
was reportkd for this area.

Conclusions
1Y
1

Based on the results of this study and the discussion presented, the
following conclusions seem appropriate.

v
in
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On-site evaluations conducted by evaluation teams contribute to
imprqyement in LEA occupational education programs.

Guidance personnel are less involved in the occupational education
programs than other groups of LEA personnel and report the lea'st benefit
from participation in the on-site evaluation process. Guidance personnel
are not extensively or actively involved in interactions with occupational
education personnel or on-site evaiuation teams.

Activities initiated by DAVIE as a résult of concerns brought out by
the earlier on-site evaluations have been responded to and are reflected
“in the improvement 14 occupational education programs.

Investment in the on-site evaluation process for occupational education
programs returns various types of benefits to the LEA occupational programs
and personnel. -

LEA personnel who serve as an on-site evaluation team member tend to
gain benefits for their own program and to become more involved in their

own program.
Outside personnel serving on on-si:a evalégiion teams and LEA

personnel have a high level of agreement concerning the nature of the

LEA programs and their changes over time.

”

There has been an increased emphasis on evaluation of the individual
occupational programs by the on- site evaluation teams as a part of the
on-site evaluation.

The evaluation team reports for the second on-site evaluation are far
more extensive thah for the first on-site evaluatinn.

\ : Recommendations »

The DAVTE on-site evaluction should be continued with some modifications.

DAVTE should establish ne-hanisms and procedures to gain a more wide-
spread involvemeut across all LEA personnel groups for participation in the
on-site evaluacion team process.

DAVTE shou'd establish mecharisms and procedures to gain more involve-
ment of guidance p~rsonnel both in the operating occupational education
programs and on the on-site evaluation teams.

DAVTE should consider recruiting and assigning additional guidance
personnel to the on-site evaluation teams so that at least one guidance
counselcr will be on each on-site evaluation team.

Witk the increased emphasis placed on the individual occupational

programs as a part of the on-site evaluations, it is recommended that DAVTE
evaluate the present criteria used in :stablishing the on-site 2valuation

48

B



Ty T S s swer o

v . ; . . . ] :g_

teams. It is possible that having at least one team member from each of
the five program areas on the team will improve the on-site evaluation '
process and the local occupational education programs.,

DAVTE should develop a program of activities directed towards
improving the current low involvement of occupational education students

- in vocational clubs if participation in such activities is a goal of DAVTE.

DAVTE should establish a computer based data library for the data
collected as a part of the on-site evaluation phase to provide a basis for

‘further studies of the TPS on-site-evaluation.

Further studies should be conducted to determine how LEA personnel are
involved in implementing the improvements recommended by the on-site evaluation
team and the development of the LEA occupational education program and the
One and Five Year Plan after the on-site evaluation is completed.

\
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